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of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1436); or

‘‘(ii) the date that he is accepted into the
financial assistance program.’’.

(b) ARMY RESERVE AND ARMY NATIONAL
GUARD FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.—
Section 2107a(b) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘or na-
tional’’ after ‘‘citizen’’;

(2) at the end of paragraph (5), by striking
‘‘and’’;

(3) in paragraph (6), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(7) if he is a national but not a citizen of

the United States, agree in writing that he
will—

‘‘(A) if he is not a resident of a State (with-
in the meaning of chapter 2 of title III of the
Immigration and Nationality Act; 8 U.S.C.
1421–1459), become a resident of a State
(within such meaning) before commencing
the financial assistance program; and

‘‘(B) file an application for naturalization
within 60 days after the later of—

‘‘(i) the date that he meets the require-
ments for naturalization in section 316(a)(1)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1436); or

(‘‘(ii) the date that he is accepted into the
financial assistance program.’’.
SEC. 3. CONFORMING AMENDMENT.

Section 12102(b)(1) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ the first place such
term appears;

(2) by inserting a comma after ‘‘United
States’’ the first place such term appears;
and

(3) by inserting ‘‘, or is a national of the
United States eligible (as provided in sec-
tions 2104(b), 2107(b), or 2107a(b) of this title)
for advanced training in, or financial assist-
ance as a member of, the Senior Reserve Of-
ficers’ Training Corps’’ after the close paren-
thesis.
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CHILDREN’S HEALTH CARE

HON. THOMAS H. ALLEN
OF MAINE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 3, 1997

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to support
the Democratic leadership’s proposal to add
children’s health care to the priorities we ad-
dress this session.

Today more than 10 million American chil-
dren have no health insurance coverage.

On Tuesday, the New York Times reported
that over the past 5 years the number of chil-
dren without insurance has risen twice as fast
as the number of adults.

Most of these are the children of working
families earning between $15,000 and
$45,000 per year.

In my State, the Maine Health Care Com-
mission estimated that in 1996, 36,000 Maine
children had no health insurance coverage.

Ninety-one percent of Maine’s uninsured
children live in families with at least one work-
ing parent.

Ten million American children relying on
emergency room treatment instead of a family
doctor is wrong—and expensive.

We can and must do better.
This Congress should encourage kids only

insurance policies and expand basic Medicaid
coverage to uninsured children.

PRESS FREEDOM IN HONG KONG

HON. JOHN EDWARD PORTER
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 3, 1997

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, last week I re-
introduced a bill that is intended to provide a
special immigration status for journalists work-
ing in Hong Kong, in the event that there is a
crackdown on the press after this British col-
ony reverts to Chinese sovereignty on mid-
night, June 30, 1997.

The human rights community and the busi-
ness community may have different views
about the future of Hong Kong, but everyone
agrees that maintaining freedom of the press
and the free flow of information in Hong Kong
is essential to protecting its way of life. The
economic miracle of Hong Kong is fed by the
free flow of information, not only about market
activities and economic trends, but about what
is going on in the world. As we all know, in
mainland China, the press is not free to report
on whatever it sees fit. The state tightly con-
trols the media and does not hesitate to im-
prison or otherwise censure legitimate journal-
ists who are attempting to report on important
events within and outside China. This rough
treatment is not limited to the domestic Chi-
nese media, but extends to foreign media as
well. But while foreign journalists have the pro-
tection of their own governments, the domestic
press corps does not have this luxury.

Today in Hong Kong, the press is one of the
freest in the world. Hong Kong proudly boasts
that they have more newspapers per capita
than anywhere on Earth. Yet this freewheel-
ing, open society will soon become part of an
authoritarian regime which views the media
with distrust, if not outright animosity. When
these two views of the press collide, unfortu-
nately, problems may arise. While it is my
strongest hope that China will realize the im-
portant role that the media plays in Hong
Kong and live up to its obligations under the
Sino-British Joint Declaration, I am not so opti-
mistic to believe that Beijing will graciously tol-
erate critical media coverage.

There have already been disturbing state-
ments by high-ranking Chinese officials con-
cerning limits on the press. Blacklisting of jour-
nalists, restrictions on what can be reported,
and the arrest of Hong Kong journalists in
China have sent shockwaves through the jour-
nalistic community in Hong Kong. My discus-
sions with journalists during previous trips to
Hong Kong in 1989 and 1992 prompted me to
first introduce this legislation in the 103d Con-
gress. While I was there this January, I again
met with a group of journalists and they ex-
pressed their concerns about the type of pres-
sure they already see coming from Beijing.
Economic blackmail and loss of access are
real problems for these persons whose liveli-
hood depends on getting a story.

Freedom of the press is something that we
take for granted here in the United States. We
know how important a free press is to preserv-
ing our democratic institutions and fueling the
engine of economic growth. This legislation
will send a strong message that the Congress
and the people of the United States are
watching what happens to journalists in Hong
Kong and that what happens to them is impor-
tant to us, not only because of the impact it
has on United States economic interests

there, but because freedom of the press is
something that we deeply believe in. It will
also send the journalists of Hong Kong a mes-
sage that they have a safety valve, that they
can continue to do their jobs with a measure
of protection, and contribute to the unique and
remarkable way of life that Hong Kong has en-
joyed for so many years.

I commend this important legislation to my
colleagues and ask for their support.
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OFF WELFARE: THE MENTAL
MIGRATION

HON. NEWT GINGRICH
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 3, 1997

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, to all col-
leagues concerned about welfare, I commend
to you the February 14, 1997, article by Wash-
ington Post writer William Raspberry. He
points out that welfare will not change, in fact,
cannot change unless there is a spiritual and
mental dimension to any assistance provided
to the recipient.

Raspberry quotes Robert Woodson, Sr.,
head of the National Center for Neighborhood
Enterprise,

What we need is to establish a new migra-
tory pattern . . . The people who went from
rural Mississippi to Detroit did so because
they kept getting positive feedback from
those who’d already made the trip. The pho-
tographs, the sophistication, the Cadillacs
rented for trips back home—all these pro-
duced a culture of expectation. People
looked and said, ‘‘Hey, he’s no smarter than
I am. I could do it, too.’’

Woodson and Raspberry are not talking
about a geographic migration for those on wel-
fare, but a mental one—from one attitude to
another. This article demonstrates that the re-
sponsibility lies not merely with the welfare re-
cipients, but with all of us. We must all be pre-
pared to spread the news when welfare reform
works; we must share the success stories, to
encourage those who are still hesitant and un-
sure of themselves.

I enter Mr. Raspberry’s column into the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 14, 1997]
OFF WELFARE: THE MENTAL MIGRATION

(By William Raspberry)
Years ago, somebody figured it out. Trying

to make it on a tiny family farm is desperate
work; share-cropping is worse, and there’s
not much employment to be had in the near-
by towns. But I’ve heard (from relatives,
friends or news reports) that there are good
union jobs to be had in the steel industry. I
think I’ll save up bus fare, ask my cousin to
put me up for a while, and head to Pitts-
burgh.

That calculus, multiplied thousands of
times, produced a South-to-North, farm-to-
city migration that continued even after the
decline both of unions and of the steel indus-
try took away much of the logic.

It frequently happens that way. Decisions
reached with some deliberation by a few be-
come cultural patterns for the many, build-
ing habits that survive even after the rea-
sons for them have been forgotten.

It will almost certainly happen that way
with welfare reform. It may be inappropriate
to compare long-term welfare recipients
with refugees from the tenant farms. But
they do have in common that they availed
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themselves of the best options they were
able to perceive—and that the choices of
some became habits for others.

The logic of welfare reform—welfare re-
peal, some call it—is that the best way to
force better choices is to reduce the number
of bad options. If it becomes a matter of
work or starve, the reasoning goes, every-
body will work.

But for many long-term recipients, non-
work has been more the product of habit
than of calculation. Thousands of people, I’m
convinced, are afraid of work, in the sense
that they doubt their ability to survive in a
world that demands skills and attitudes they
may not possess. They may talk of being un-
willing to work for the ‘‘chump change’’ of
entry-level work, but it may be the demands
of the workplace and not the low pay that
frightens them.

What can be done?
‘‘What we need is to establish a new migra-

tory pattern,’’ Robert L. Woodson Sr. said
when I put the question to him. ‘‘The people
who went from rural Mississippi to Detroit
did so because they keep getting positive
feedback from those who’d already made the
trip. The photographs, the sophistication,
the Cadillacs rented for trips back home—all
these produced a culture of expectation. Peo-
ple looked and said, ‘Hey, he’s no smarter
than I am. I could do it, too.’ ’’

Actually, says Woodson, president of the
National Center for Neighborhood Enter-
prise, the necessary migration has been un-
derway for sometime—not from one place to
another but from one attitude to another.
‘‘Five women who might have grown fat and
indolent in public housing started a ten-
tative migration toward tenant manage-
ment, responsible behavior and college for
their children, sparking an important na-
tional movement. Thousands of others have
quietly decided to leave the life of depend-
ency and take a tentative step into the world
of work.’’

Unfortunately, the media and the policy
establishment tend to focus on those who
don’t join the migration rather than on
those who do. As a result, the feedback isn’t
there. Many poor people don’t know that
they could start at the bottom and gradually
work their way up, and the rest of us see
only laziness, not doubt or fear.

Woodson thinks we should take advantage
of the two-years-and-out provision of welfare
reform to help present welfare recipients
overcome their fears. How? By using as a re-
source those friends and neighbors who’ve al-
ready begun the migration away from de-
pendency. ‘‘We need to look to people in
those same neighborhoods who’ve made the
move, whose children are not dropping out of
school or dealing dope or getting in trouble,
to show the others what is possible. We need
to tell them maybe they could quit their job
at the phone company or as a hotel maid and
work full-time helping their peers find their
way out. It would be well worth whatever we
had to pay them.’’

Gradually, the reasoned behavior of the
few could become patterns for the many, and
most would be far better off than before.

But not all. It is altogether predictable
that some will go on making behavioral
choices as though the welfare safety net is
still in place long after it has been taken
down and quietly packed away. They and
their children will suffer, at least until the
new habits take hold. What should we do
about them in the meantime?

Woodson doesn’t know. He only knows that
it makes more sense to build public policy on
the vast majority than on the intractable
few.

TRIBUTE TO JULIA L. JAMES

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 3, 1997

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I want to high-
light the contributions of Julia James, the sixth
of nine children born to Reverend and Mrs.
Henry R. James, who encouraged her to be
independent and courageous.

In her life, Julia has chosen a professional
path in the field of accounting, and is a Cer-
tified Public Accountant [CPA] in the State of
New York. She earned an M.B.A. from New
York University and is a member of the Amer-
ican Institute of Certified Public Accountants
and the Institute of Management Accountants.
Mrs. James has established an accounting
practice that provides accounting expertise to
local businesses and community organiza-
tions.

A dedicated community worker, Julia serves
as a member of Community School Board Dis-
trict No. 18, which represents the East
Flatbush and Canarsie areas of Brooklyn. She
is also the chairperson of the East Brooklyn
Community Organization which is a commu-
nity based organization dedicated to improving
the quality of life of residents in East Flatbush.
I am pleased to recognize her personal
achievements and community involvement.
f

ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLU-
TION AND SETTLEMENT EN-
COURAGEMENT ACT

HON. HOWARD COBLE
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 3, 1997

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, today, I am
pleased to introduce a bill which will provide
concrete steps to restore accountability, effi-
ciency, and fairness to our Federal civil justice
system, the Alternative Dispute Resolution and
Settlement Encouragement Act. This legisla-
tion will implement a more complete, fair, and
effective policy than exists at present to favor
alternative means of resolving disputes and to
encourage compromise by parties to Federal
litigation. The effect of these changes will be
to: First, provide for a quicker, more efficient
way to resolve some Federal cases when the
parties so choose; second, lessen the incen-
tive to litigate and consequently the caseload
burdens faced by the Federal judiciary; and
third, assure that only meritorious and justici-
able cases supported by scientific facts be ad-
judicated in Federal courts.

This legislation would require all Federal
district courts to establish an arbitration pro-
gram, which in the discretion of the court
could be either voluntary or mandatory. In
1988 Congress enacted chapter 44 of title 28
U.S.C. in order to authorize 10 pilot programs
of mandatory court annexed arbitration that
were in operation in the Federal courts, as
well as to authorize 10 additional districts,
which were to be selected later by the U.S.
Judicial Conference, for voluntary programs.
The legislation further required that the Fed-
eral Judicial Center [FJC] submit a report on
the implementation of the act, which it trans-
mitted to Congress on October 4, 1991. Based

upon this study, the Federal Judicial Center
recommended to Congress that it enact a pro-
vision authorizing all Federal courts to adopt,
in their discretion, local rules for arbitration to
be mandatory or voluntary in the discretion of
various courts. This bill does just that.

The goal of court-annexed arbitration is to
provide more options for litigants, while reduc-
ing cost, delay, and court burden. In addition,
it is the only option that provides to litigants in
cases where smaller amounts are in con-
troversy the opportunity for an early advisory
adjudication on the merits of the case.

In addition to creating more opportunities for
alternative dispute resolution, this bill will also
encourage parties to settle their cases by of-
fering an incentive to accept good offers of
settlement. This section of the legislation, de-
veloped in the last Congress by Representa-
tive BOB GOODLATTE of Virginia, a senior
member of the Judiciary Subcommittee on
Courts and Intellectual Property, would amend
28 U.S.C. section 1332, the provision granting
diversity jurisdiction in U.S. district courts, by
creating an incentive triggered by an offer of
settlement. The intent of this procedure is to
encourage and facilitate the early settlement
of lawsuits and reduce protracted litigation.
The offer of settlement procedure would allow
a party to make, by filing with the court in writ-
ing and serving on an adverse party, at any
time up to 10 days before trial, a formal offer
to settle any or all claims in a suit for a speci-
fied amount. If the offer of settlement is ac-
cepted, the claim or claims are resolved pur-
suant to the terms of the agreement. If the
offer is rejected, however, and the offeree
does not obtain a judgment, order, or verdict
more favorable than that offered on the appli-
cable claims, the offeree is liable for the costs
and attorney’s fees of the offeror for those
claims from the date the last offer was made
by the adverse party. Usually this will be for
an amount including costs of up to 10 days
before trial.

There are two exceptions to the requirement
that a court award costs and attorneys fees.
The first exception would allow the court to ex-
empt certain individual cases based upon ex-
press findings that the case presents novel
and important questions of law or fact and that
it substantially affects nonparties. The second
instance where a court would not be required
to award costs and attorney’s fees or may re-
duce such costs or fees would be when it
finds that it would be manifestly unjust to do
so.

This bill would not necessarily require an
offeree to pay the entire amount of the
offerer’s attorney’s fees. Rather, it would limit
the offeree’s liability for the offeror’s attorney’s
fees to an amount not exceeding the amount
the offeree paid its own attorney. If the offeree
hired its attorney on a contingency basis—an
agreement in which a plaintiff does not pay
unless it prevails—and, because it lost, paid
its attorney nothing, then it would be liable for
the offeror’s attorney’s fees up to the amount
that would have been incurred by the offeree
for an attorney’s noncontingency fee. This will
encourage accurate reporting and mainte-
nance of hourly work and costs by attorneys
hired under a contingency agreement, since a
fee petition containing hours worked must be
presented to the court within 10 days of entry
of a final judgment, order, or verdict on a
claim in order to collect such costs and attor-
ney’s fees.
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